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'HOMOPHOBIA AND INTIMATE SELF-DISCLOSURE:
WHY AREN'T MEN TALKING?

The purpose of this study was to explore the nature of the re1ationsh1p .

between homophobia and intimate se1f-disciosure. More specifically, thé
~ study examined the claim that homophobia 1s‘sign1ﬁ1¢ant1y related to
intimate se1f-disc1osure 1n an inverse fashion. From previous 11terature..

an argument was advanced that in intimate se1f-disc1o§ure. sex differences

occur, w1th males being less 1nt1mate1y disc1osive espec1a11y to other - ¥

males. The position was taken that homophobic men might view intimate
' se1f¥disd1osure as an act resembling homosexual behavior and thus avoid
the disc1osure The phenomenon was studied using the Revised Self-
D}sc1osure Questionnaire -and the Index of Homophobia. Analysis of data
- revealed t#at females were more intimately disclosive, but homophobia !
was not a éiéﬁificant factor in differences in self-disclosure scores.;'
The researpher was, however, reluctant to dismiss the possibility that

- homophobia andv1nt1mate'se1f-disc1osure are not related. Explanations

‘were given that adpressed prob1gps with the measuring instruments and the

sample that might have affected the results.

. ’ .
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. HOMOPHOBIA AND INTIMATE SELF-DISCLOSURE:
WHY AREN'T MEN TALKING?

A
1

Except for the total retluses to' this world, human beings are social

creatunes. ‘Each day individuals 1nteraét5w1th others in the surrounding
' nvirbnment by exchanging nr communicating fnformation. - Such 1nformat10n
may concern peop'le, events, or ideas external to the self. However,
1nformation that is communicated may also te og//—persona1 nature or
‘direct1y concern the se1ff' Communication of both types is important

for normal human functioning, but researchers 1ike Jourard (1971) have
noted that this latter form of communication known as se1féd1sc1bsure

is especially vfte1'fbr understenning others and to understand onese1f.
In theory, the none one discloses, the more understanding will be
increased. Also, Jourard nas noted"that the d{sc1osure}of personal
information 1is essential for the deve1opment of a hea1thy persona11ty.

Jourard and others have stated, houevef:,that 1nd1v1dua1s do not

self-disclose in the same manner. 0ne fmportant difference that has

been observed is that malés are gemerally not as intimate in their self-
disc]osures as are femaies especially wnen the target of disclosure is
another male {Chelune, 19?8). This s not- because males do not have
access to 1nt1mate 1ntormation, but rather there are fa;tors.at work
which inhibit the disclosure of th1s 1nt1mate information. One possible
explanation for this phenomenon concerns homophobia or the fear of
homosexuals or homosexuality. Researchers such as Churchill (1967)

have suggested that men who are homnbhobic are inhibited in their 1ntfnate
disclosures to nther.men because they.associate this intimate act with

a homosexual behavior which they so detest. However, despite these
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c1aims. there has . been virtually no attempt to study this suggested

relationship systematicaiiy.
This research project attempted to expiore empiricaiiy the
re1ationship«between intimate self-disclosure and,homophobia. In order '
" to provide'a more thorough'rationaie for studying this phenomenon.
relevant 1iterature wiii be reviewed which examines (1) self- disciosure.
.inc1uding its definitions, and dimensions and sex differences. and (2)
'homophobia. including background and definitions and ramifications.

1

Se1f-Disclosure

Definitions and Dimensions ' | i
Since the late 1950's when Sidney JSurard first began to study the.

- act of reveaiing persona1 information to others, self-disclosure has been .
examined by schoiars in both the fie1ds of psychology and communication
(Wheeless & Grotz. 1976) Conceptua11y. not everyone;pas viewed self-
disciosure in the same manner. For ‘instance, one view articu1ated by
Cozhy.(1973) was that self-disclosure is "any information about himself
which Person A communicates to Person B." Pearce and Sharp (1973)

" took a more narrow focus and limited self-disclosure to "information
about one's self that is of an intimate or private nature which is not
normally avaiiabie to.others.“ Aiien (19745 chose to 1imit self-disclosure
to a specific context as he viewed it as "the uncoerced e;changing of
personai information in a positive relationship.”
~ As Chelune (1979) points out. such diverse conceptuaiizations of

) se1f-disciosure have prevented the buiiding of a reljable body of

research from which valid theoretical statements can be drawn. By

L]
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1imiting seif-discTosurento very particular types of contexts and situations, X
researchers have studied suh-sets of the same phenomenon but-havel
appiied the same label making it difficult to compare and contrast yo.oo
findings among studies.’ o ' - |

This project follows the 1ead of Hheeiess and Grotz (1976) who
" belfeve that students of seif-disciosure should conceptuaiize this
communication act using Cozby's general definition al\pwing the
exploration of the "potentia1 dimensionaiity“ of se1f-disciosure That' ;
is, schoiars can refer to varfous different behaviors as self- disciosure,
but then can focus on particu1ar parameters of the behavior and be more
confident in the generaiizabiiity of their findings. Nheeiess and
, Grotz have modified Cozby's definition slightly.as they state that self-
disclosure is "any message about the self-that a person communieates to ;

another person." 3 . | .
- Early research with se1f-disciosure such as‘JOurard!s, did not -

vdistinguish among different parameters but rather tended to-view se1f-

disc1osure as a unidimensional. construct Cozby (1973) points out in ‘

~ his literature review that there are at least three parameters associated

with disclesing behavior -- breadth, depth, and duration. Aitmanfang R

Taylor-(1973) elaborate more fully on these dimensions in their '

formuiation of the social penetration model of human interaction. "

Breadth is viewed as the amount of information.disciosed; gggth_oescribes

the intimate nature.of the Anformation disciosed; and duration is the

time spent on each item of information; Research since Altman and Tayior

-

;has allowed for the refinement of the conception of these parameters and

has shown that self-disclosure is even more comp1ex as a mu1tidimensiona1

construct than originaiiy‘thought (Chelune, 1979). Wheeless and Grotz
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see the parameters of breadth and duration as being very similar, so
they combine them under the label of amount, " Nheeless and. Grotz also
see three other dimensions as re]event to the study ot_se1f—d1sc1osure~
~as they believe that researchers should’ give attention to the honesty
and acauracy of the message that is disclosed by 'an 1nd1v1dug1.‘the
willingness or canscious 1gtgnt to make self-tevealing d1scTosures. and

the positiveness or negativeness of a disclosfve message. By conceiving
of se1f-d1sc1osure fn such a multidimensional manner, researchers can 9

more fully understand the dynamics‘of disclosing behavior and more

. 4 -
easily avoid the problems of‘érbtguity fnvolved in viewing self-

h d1sc1osure unidimensionally. For instance. early researchers studied
the disclosure patterns of a part1cu1ar demograph1c group and then
conc1uded that one group tended to d1sc1ose more than another group,
| but the term "more d1sc1os1ng" proved not to be specific enough to add )
_ substantially to our know1edge of the topic (Che1une. '1979). By approaching
'se1f-d1sc1osure mu1t1d1mensjona11y. one can. study disclosure patterps
" of groups and conc1ude. for instance, that one group‘disc1oses<a greater .
amount of 1nformat10n than another group; but s not more accurate in
d1sc'|osures - |
Sex Differences | .
0ne grouping d1st1hct10n that has commonly been made in re1at10n to
ddsc10s1ng behavior is that of anatomica1 sex. Jourard and Lasakow ~
(1958), using the Jourard Se]f-Disc1osure Questionnaire, were the first
to explore sex differences in se1f-dJsc1osure and observed that fema1es’
are mpre disclosive than ma1es Since that time, numerous'studies

have been conducted to detenmine whether males or fema1es are more disclosive.
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In his extensive -1iterature review, Cozby (1973) reported that eight
‘studies up to that.ttme showed that women: were more disc1os19e than men; -’
‘n1ne fohnd no‘d1fferences at.a11; and there were noistudies that reported
that.maIes weré more d4se1o {ve; than femdles.

 Such findings would seem to indicate that one cannot une&ujvoca11y
state that one sex is more disclosive than the other; however; a.e1ose
examination of these stueies“sheds 1ight on the 1hconsy£tent results.
., Often, those researchers who have reported no sex differences in dis-
closures- make no distinction in the experimental design as to what
parameter 6f,se1f:d1§c1osure is under examinat1on (e.g., Shapire &
SWehsen. 1977°“éath & Daly, 1972; and Certner, 1573)' That is;‘
results have often been reported as "females are more disclosive than

’ mates," without any statement speém?ying whether "more d1sc1os1ve"

- means {ntimate d1sc1osure. amount of disc1osure._9tc. Those researchers .
who have spec1f1ed the d1mens10n under investigation have more .’
frequently found sex d1fferences (e.g., Stokes, Feuhrer, & Childs. 1980;
'Brooks. 1974; DeForest & Stone, 1980; Gitter & Black, 1976, Kopfste1n :
& Kopfstein, 1973).. Most of these studies focused on the 1nt1macy
dimension and ;ound women to be mgre 1nt1mate ‘By observ1ng d1sc10s1ve
behavior, Che1une (1976) compared resu1ts across dimensions of selfs
disclosure and found that there were no d1fferences by sex in total )
amount of 1hformat1on "disclosed, but d1d find that females were more

intimate than were males in their disclosure patterns. Morgan (1976),

using a se1f-report method, found the same results. -

[}




4

i . N ’ . . . s .
’ - : - Page 6
. ’ ¢ ‘

v

Closer examination of‘the sex d1fferences phenomenon yields even.
more interesting resu1ts when one laoks atythe 11terature‘wh1ch specifies
the-sex of the target'of the intimate d1sclosure. The dyadic combination
wh1ch is generally least d1sc1os1ve in te;ms of intimate disclosure |

. '1s when a male interacts with another male (Komarovsky, 1974; Stokes,
Feuhrer, & Ch11ds, 1980) Research such as that by Olstad (1975) and
'Powers and Bu1tena (1976) has indicated that males have more .same-sex -

’fr1ends than do females but these friendships are genera11y not of a. \'

very 1nt1mate nature.

‘ Other observers of male behavdor have noted a s1m11ar pattern..

1B1ock (1980) has hypot//sdzed that men seek out the company of other - |

‘mén but not” for the pleasure of knouing them 1n an 1nt1mate way.
,’Rather, "ma1es prefer to be' with other men to drink w1th p1ay games
‘ *-rw1th, and work with" (p. 54). In a nationwide study, Pleck (1975a)
found that 58% of the males surveyed had not told ‘their best male fr1end
that they 1iked hfm. Block (1980) conducted a similar syrvey and
reported that 84% of the male respondents uouId not dare disclose
themselves to other men fully. Churchill (1967) has clafmed that most
men deny themselves the poss1b111ty of exper1encjng warmth, emotional

spontanetty, and affection w1th another man. He goes on to say that

"one. only needs to spend a few hours ip a typ1ca'| .ma'le environment to
. discover how shal1ow, unconvention&l, and br1tt1eythe relationships
between men really are" (p. 158)
. A1though they have not- tested the1r notions emp1r1ca11y, severa1
nauthors have commented en the nature of male re1at10nsh1ps based on

their persona1 observations. P1eck (1975b) has indicated that men are_

(%)
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.not dncapab1evof'hav1ng 1nt1mate re1ationshfps with other males, but
such occurrences are rare. The lack of intimate relationships would ’
 seem undesirab1e for men 1f 1ndeed low disclosure is associated with _
. an- unhea1thy personality. Even though ma1es may be d1sc1os1ng somewhat
ﬂ_, : _. 1nt1mate1y with females, Church111 (1967) has argued that the "need for

"¥. _ warmth, cooperation, affection. and a degree of 1nt1macy in soc1a1

relationshjps detween persons of the same sex fis as great as social
re1at10nsh1ps between persons of the opposite sex" (p. 158) Goldberg
(1976) has claimed that one reason that ma1es have a higher 1nc1dence'
of su1c1de'than do females 1s due to the absence of a loving, close
ma1e friend. Jourard (1971) has viewed males who severely 1imit their
disclosures to other ma1es’as playing a "1etha1 role" and be11eves that
there is'a 11nk be tween 1eve1s of se1f-d1sc1osure for men and proneness

to 111ness and/or an ‘early death age. Fasteau (1972) has stated that he .

,l's , ; “feels that mén will never be truly liberated until they break down ghe
. intimate barr1ers thdt they place between each other. ' : -~
Severd1~1nterven1ng -variables have- been studied to explain why ‘ ' .,

men are 1ess 1nt¥mate1y disclosive (espec1a11y to other men) than are’ .
eMa1es.. Some of the variables that have been examined in this area -

"of studv are attract1veness (Cash. 1972) status (Brooks, 1974). age .

(Mark 4978) fam11y setting (A1sbrook 1976), values (Tobacyk 1979),'
Mach1ave111anism (Dome1smtth & Dietch 1978), and relationship to target

of d1$c1o§ﬂre ACo1w111 & Per1man. 1977). However. these studies have been
1nconc1us1ve. One part1cu1ar variable that has recent1y been considered
137 " to be related to se1f-d1sc1os1ng behavior is "homophobia" or the fear

\ B

of homosexua1 peop1e.
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-, L. Homognooia
Background ;nd Definitions- ' ,

The term "homophobia” has'been derived‘from the work of Church111 &’
(1967) who first used the word “homoerotephobia“ to describe the fear
or erotic or sexual. contact with members of the same sex. Morin. and -
Garfinkle (1978) have po1nted out that Church111 conceptua]ized homo-
phob1a from an externa1 or cu1tura1 perspective viewing it within the
confines of a belief system which supports negative stereotypes and
m&ths about homosexual peop1e."More precisely, Morin and Garfinkle

. have stated that homophobia 15 useH“w1th1n this cu1turojfperspect1ve to.‘
describe: - (a) be11ef systems which hold that d1scr1m1oation on the baeis
of sexua1 orfentation is justifiahle; (b) the use of language or slang,

. e, g "queer," which is offensive to homosexua1 people; and/or (c)
any be11ef system which does not value the homosexual lifestyle equai1y '
with the heterosexua1 11festy1e Lehne (1976) aTso conceptua112ed‘“
homophobia within the cu1tura1 be11ef system framework and used the tenm
"homosexism" to refer to “sexism betweén 1nd1v1duals of.the same sex“
(p.-67). | '

‘\\\\\rore common1y. homophobfa has been viewed from an 1nterna1 or

Lo

qsychodynamic perspective in ‘which homophobia s described as a specific
phob1c condition‘br an individual personality dynamic, rather than a
genera112ed cu]tural attitude (Morin & Garfinkle, 1978). Th1s perspective
was first popu1ar1zed by George Weinberg (1973) in his book, Society

and the Healthy Homosexual, the first major work devoted exclusfvely to

the topic of "homophobia." Neihberg described homophobfa as an irrational
. .

fear or dread by heterosexuals of being in close quarters with people

they beleve to be homosexual. Morin and Garfinkle (1978) have cited

L3

o
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a statement such as, "I would-be uncomfortab1e if I knew that I were
s1tt1ng next to a homosexual on a hus" as an example of a statement that.
1f supported, would represent a homophob1c response according to Weinberg's

conceptua11zation.
' , " Since the re1ease of Nef:herg's book, there have been severa1 researchers
o ‘who have 1nvest19ated homophobia from the psychodynamic perspecthE* .
however, some of these investigators have taken the 11berty of broaden1ng
. the use of.the term "homophobia" to where it is often used in stud1es
~ to refer to. all “reactions to homosexuﬁ1s. homosexua1ity. “and/or references
. Ato efther, that are usua11y negatively valued" (MacDona1d. 1976) For
| 1nstance. M111ham4ﬂlnn.M19ue1 and Kellogg (1976)>and Weinberger and C L
- k Millham (1979) have clustered various negative attitudes toward homo- ‘
~ sexuals together under the rubric of homophobia and have come up with

the factors of dangerous-repressive, moral reprobation, gross-sexed ,

- mannerisms, 7nd personal anxiety. Only the latter faotor appears at all

. to be related to Wetnberg s original conceptualization (Siegel, 1981).
Hudson and Ricketts (1980) and MacDona1dV(1976) concur that a "term

¥
that means evérything has 11tt1e utflity" and that such broad usage |

4 .

vesults in the terf 1os1ng much of fts or191na1 impact. Hudson and
Ricketts posit that for purposes of/c14r1tyyiihe entire domain of anti-
. bomosexual attitudes be referred to as “homonegat1v1sm" with homophobia
T being one,QImension within this domain. They, then, define homophobia

4 as "the responses of fear, disgust§ anger, aversion, and discomfort p

that individuals éxpérience in deaiing with gay people” (p. 358).

Hudson and Ricketts have pointed out that one problem with broader °

. definitions is that there is nq distinctfon made between intellectual
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attitudes and opinions concernring homosexuality as a phenomenon and

| p;rsdnll affective responses to homos;xual {ndividuals, such as Weinberg

conceptu&lizedj A definition such as theirs is broad enough to allow

researchers a sufficient base from which to operationalize homophobia

‘and more adequately study the phenomenon, and yet the definition retains

the characteristic of p phobia including a strong emotional response,
as conceived by Hginb;fq. It is this definition of hamophobia whicﬁ
shall be u;éd in th}ﬁ research project. ' |
Ramifications of Homéphobia |

The prevelance of homophobic reactions in society has many

implications for human {interaction. One part1gulan area of human_bohav1or /'

that authors claim is associated witﬁ homophobfa 1s self-disclosure.
Numerous -authors have noted that homophobia affects the 1nt1mato .
disclosure that occurs between males. The reasoning'forltﬁis notion 1s

that intimacy between males (verbal or physical) 1s perceived by homophobic

“men to be an ct closely resembling homosexual behavior and is thus -

avoided. Heinberg (1973) has stated this 1dea eloquently as he says:

There is a certain cost in suffering from any

phobia, and that is that the inhibition spreads

to a whole circle of acts related to the feared
activity, in reality or symbolically. In this A
case, acts imagined to be conducive to. homo-

sexual feelings, or that are reminiscent of .
homosexual acts are shunned. (p. 5)

Churchill (1967) has shared this feeling as he has stated:

The American attitude toward homosexuality has
reached such heights of phobia that any behavior
‘that might even tend to suggest homosexual
interests is frowned upon and avoided. Any

type of gesture or behavior that might remotely
suggest the possibility of homosexual interests
may occasfon notice and even outright

ridicule. . . . It is difficulc to escape the

B

-
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impression that a great many.social relationships
'today.\os::c1all between perlons of the same sex,
are somewhat shallow and often merely perfunctory.
But in an atmosphere 1in which a mun fear for
the reputation of his friend and himself {f he
expresses undisguised warmth and affection, it is.
not surpr1s1n? that close friendships seldom

‘seem to come into being, (pp. 156-158),

L§w1s (1978) also has agreed with’ this ‘notion by ‘claiming that

- homophobia 1s'a barrier to intimate solfrd1sclosurq thal‘t "'s'tcms from |

both conscious and unconscious fears that any 1nt1macy_bot§|¢n men
may color one's sexual 1€ont1ty with gay colors" (p. 112).

The argument is not that min never have fr1ond;h1ps; but as

Churchill (1967) has stated, thess often resemble the common “back-
slapping, jolly-good-fellow type of acquaintanceships" and not the
intimate and more po};onal'rolgt1ohsh1ps that were "sought and

honored in times past.* Lehne (19_76) has claimed thatmen may feel

strong emotion for each other, bt homophobic men repress thlléirbll_

expression of such feelings.. He has supported his claim from the
results of interviews he coﬁductod with ﬁqmophobic men about their
best male friends. Lehne states: — ‘

_ Many offer descriptions which are so f1lled with.~
positive emotion and satisfaction that you might

P think that they were talking about their spouses

(and some will admit that they value their close
male friendships more than their relationshjp
with their wife, “although thc*'ro really very
different, not at all the same"). However,
if 1 su,gdst that 1t sounds 11ke.they are .
describing a person whom they love, these
men become flustered. They and haw, and
finally say, "Well, I don't think that I would
call 1t love; we're just best friends. I

- can relate to him in-ways that I can't with
anyone else. But, I mean we're not homosexuals
or anything 1'ke that." (p. 83).

14
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According to Lghne. the inability bf homophobic men to express affective
feelings to other miles 1imits and keeps their relationships in careful
‘check. Seif-disclosure between homophobic men may be high in amount,
"honesty, accuracy, and positivéness. but it appears to be low in intimacy.

If, as was’ind1catéd earlier, intimate self-disclosure is important
"to optimal human functionjng and homophobia 1s a primafy factor in .
inhibiting intimate self-disclosure, then this relationship is
problematig and should be 1nves£igatod ere fully.‘.Howpvef. Lewis (1978)
- has claimed that even thoubh several resea?chers_have positod ; connection
between homophobia and intimate self-disclosure, thérq is sti11 no
empirical evidence to identify the nature of such a fnlationphip.

Since the time of Liwis‘ artic!e..thero have been two studios copducted
to exploro this relationship (Chesebro. 1980; Stokes Fouhror. & Childs,
1980). Chesebro examined best friend relationships between both
homosexual and heteﬁosexua] men using self-disclosure as ono.of

several variab]és pertaining td-relationship formation. Even though

he found that homosexual malesaﬁgnd'to be disclosive to best male
friends than do male heteroéexua§§. he did not find that hotorosoxual
males become less intimately disclosive as they become more homophobic.
Chesebro makes no comparison to females _

Stokes, Feuhrer, and Childs examined the relationship botwoon
‘homophobia and self-disclosure as an addition to a study of sex diffarences
in self—disclosuré. They report that those male subjects whmﬁ they
labeled as "“homophobic" tended to exhibit low self-disclosure to other
male 1nt1maté§. These f1nd1ng£ becho less interesting 1in light of the

fact that they found homophobic males also to be less disclosive to

3 R
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fema Fes.. Because past research findings have indicated that disclosure
patterns vary according to the nature of the reiationship between the
discloser and the target person. Stokes, Feuhrer, and Childs instructed
subJects also to report disclosure patterns to strangers and acquaintances
S wei: as to intimate friends. However, they did not, report any
significant correlation between disclosure to these targets and the
degree of homophobia. There are also several other problems with ‘the
study. In operationalizing hom0phobia they selected subjects based on
resoonses on a scale that measures inteliectual feelings (general
A{///ne;ativism) rather than affective responses (homophobia) Also,
the authors of the scale that they used reported no convincing evidence
for its validity (Dunbar, Brown, & Amoroso. 1973). - In addition, Stokes.
Feuhrer;, and Childs have also failed to distinguish"which‘dimonsion of |
self-disclosure is beinp referred to when stating that someone Js "more -

<

disclosive."

Research Questions

Based. then, on the information reported here, there is a need for
additional'study to' explore more precisely the relationship between

homophobia and intimate self-disclosure. In such afstudy. five

{mportant factors musp-be considered First. homophobia needs to be

conceptualized from the psychodynamic framework fn which Weinberg first
conceived of it so that the term does not lose Ats original precision.

Second. a comparison needs to be made between the intimate seif-disclosure

patterns of males and femeles to test the notion that intimate self-

disclosure of miles is more profoundly affected by hom0phobia than that

»

1y
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of‘females, Third, a comparison‘quds to be made between the intimate
self-disclosure pattern;bof homopho§;c males and nonhomophobi; mal;s.

- If this d1ffer§nce ts not found, then one cannot ‘confidently assert that
homophobia 1s a primary factor related to intimacy levels of disclosure | (
in males. Fourth, hvcompqr1s§n needs to be made between reported Tevals

of intimate self—disclosure to-various target peksons to‘invostiglto '
1f- homophobia affects verbai 1nt1mac§ to all or only to certaih
individuals. Fifth. when referring to sclf—discloéure. a careful distinction
 needs to be made as to the particular d1m§n51qn of sélf—&1sclosure
being'exqm1ned. _Thisxroseafch prdJéct. then, was an, attempt to oxamine_

~ the relation;hip between ﬁomophobia And 1nt1ma£e sélf—disclosura taking
into consideratidn'fhese five factors. Thus, the following risearch
questions were alidressed:

1. Doas:a'signifiéant fnverse relationship exist between

the level of intimate se)f-disclosure reported by an
.. individual and that individual's level of homophobia?. -
2. If an inverse relationship between an indiyddual's
" level of intimate self-disclosure and leve§ of
homophobia does exist, is the relationship exhibited ,
siggificantly greater in males than in females? ’ ~ .

3.  Is there a significant relationship that exists between
an individual's level of homophobia and an
Andfvidual's level of self-disclosure on other
dimensions that intimacy? .

4. Does the relationship batween intimate self-
disclosure and homophobia differ depending on the
_nature of the relationship that exists between.
an individual and the target of his/her '
disclosure? ‘ S




Peoe 15'
METHOD

Instrumentation‘

Self-Disclosure
The instrument used to measure self-disclosure in this study was
the Revised Se1ﬂf01so1osure‘Quest1onna1re (RSDQ) developed by Wheeléss /
(1976)‘ Th1s’1nstrument is an expanded'version of an earlier d1sc1osure
’ Questionna1re constructed by Wheeless end Grotz (1976) and operet1one11:es
- - se1f-disclosure in accordance with the1r def1n1t10n of se1f d1sc1osure L
-A "any message about the sel f that a person communicates to another
- person." The RSDQ 1s unlike many other se1f-report measures of disclosing
behavior in that it is a topic-free fnstrument. Thet 1s. a respondent.
éZ the questionnaire 1s nQt asked to relate the pattern of h1s/her
disc1osures toa part1cu1er person about a specific topic or subJect.
Rather, the respondent is asked to report the general pattern of h1s/her
" disclosures toa specified target person. Another important feeture of

the RSDQ 1is that a respondent is not esked to give information about

disclosures that have occurred in the past/but 15 asked to 1nd1cate

how he/she would d1sc1ose to a designated terget person in the near future.
The RSDQ 1s unique in that 1t {s_one of the few disc1osure 1nstruments

‘that accounts for the mult1d1mens10ne1 nature of se1f-d1sc1osure. The

instrument includes 1tems that assess the d1mens1ons of pos1t1veness-

negativeness, honesty-eccurecy. intent, amount, and control of depth .

(1nt1mecy). The 1nstrument cons1sts of 31 items. Seven of tﬁise items
measure the positiveness-negativeness dimension; the intent dimension

is measured by four 1tens; eight measure the hond‘%&ﬁeccurecy dimension;

) seven items measure the amount dimensfon; and the intimacy dimension
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is measured by five items. 'ihese dimensions werelidentifiad by Wheeless
and Grotz (1976) foiiowing factor anaiyses nith both orthogonal and |
oblique rotations on a series o; items they deveioped to measure self- | | "ﬂ .
disciosdre in a more genera1 sense, Wheeless (1976) added items to the
instrument and perforneh additiona1 factor anaiyses‘in arriving at the _Y 7
~ 31-1tem scale used in this study. In this sqmdy, the 31 itens‘were '
randomiy distributed on the questionnaire SO that items pertaining to é
" a particular dimension would not be grouped together
 The items are worded sO t\at the respondent must read each one as .
. 1f he/she {is being asked to describe disciosure patterns to a partizaiar
'person. For instance, the first {tems reads, "Hnen 1 wish, my disclosures
to are always accurate reflections of who I rea11y am." The
experimenter must indicate to the subJect the target of the disclosure. -
If the designated target is the sister of the respondent for exampie.
then the person 1§° to read the ftem by placing the name of his/her | . -
sisfer in the blank. | . St - | ‘ \j>
v Subjects are asked to respond to'ea;h iten on the'questionnaire using
a 5-paint Likert sca1e of strongiy agree, agnge, neitner agree nor
disagree, disagree. and strongly disagree. The scores for each dimension
' are arrived at bv summing the scores for the {tems within each dimension,
Thus, ‘the RSDQ yieids five separate disciosure scores
~ .The items what Wheeless (1976) added to the origina1 Nheeiess and

-

Grotz instrument appear to have increased its interna1 reiiabiiity.

. .
Hheeiess reports that reliability estimates for each dimension are as
follows: (1) intendzd diclosure (.70), (2) amount (.85), (3) positiveness-

negativeness (.87), (4) intimacy (.79). and (5) honesty- accuracy;( .85).

1 | .
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Relfabiltty ostimatos wero llso lsscssed in the prosont study Estimatod
;reliabilitie: of .82, +937.88, :83, and .91 for the dinensions of
' 1ntonded displossre. honesty\sccurlcy. amount, intimacy, and pos1t1vonoss-
negativeness were found. respoctivoly. “The relfability estimatos computed
_1n this study and by Wheeless all reached acceptable levo[s.
"Thb construct validity sf the RSDQ was assessed by Wheeless (1976)
by examining solf-disclosuro behavior in relation to interpersonal
soladarity which wis measurod by a solidarity scale devised by Wheeless
(1976)." Résults of Nhoeloss' investigation lends support to the construct '

,vali&ity of the RSDQ.

A\
_—

v

Homophobia
| The 1nstrument.used to measuro homophobia in this study was the |
Index of Homophobfa (IHP) constcucted by Hudson and Ricketts (1980).
‘Th1s index 1s based on Hudson and- Rickett's modified vorsion of chnbsrg s
§11953) definition of homophobia*-“rssponses of fear, disgust. anger,
diséomfort. and aversion that fnd1v1duals experience in dealing with gay‘
ﬁ’ p;oplo.: Because the IHP is based on this definition, the {nstrument is
) unique -+ 1t is the only instrument in existence that glaims to measure
homophobil exclusively as an smotionll response. © A . '
| The IHP consists of 2§ 1tems on which respondents 1nd1clto how they
would feel 1n deal1ng with homosoxulls in a variety of situations and
instances. A S5-point, Likort scale 1s uscd for responses which usos ‘the
T~ same possible responsos\brovidod for the RSDQ. A homophobic score 1s |
'<dotorm1n;d,for a respondent b{ summ{ng the scores for 311 ftems and
subtracting-25 from the total. A respondent could score from 100 to 0
with 100 indicating a very strong homophobic response snd.o indicating ;

* lack of -a homophobic response.

.
<U




Page 18

The internai reliability of the {nstrument was computed by Hudson

. and Rickegts (1980) and appears to be high; the resulting alpha coefficient -

was .90. Relfability was also assossed'for this'ttudy and was determined

to be .92. Hudson and Ricketts a1so gomputed the standard error of |
measurement (SEM) for-the {instrument and found the SEM: to be 4. 7% which
indicates that, on the average, an individua1 s score wou1d fa11 within .,
a range of plus or minus 9.5 points of his/her true score lbout 951 e .
of the time. The high reliability esti&nta and low SEM suggest that the
instrument is excellent in terms of its méasurement error charactoristicst

Test porformed on the IHP by Hudson and Ricketts indicato that tho ’

instrument has high construct, content, and factoral vn1idity

\ ’ -
Subjects | .
1 .
Subjects tggﬁthis study were drawn from the undorgrlduato stédont

. population of a large midwnstorn university. . Subdocts (agos rangod from

18 to 23 years) were vo1unteors solicited from 1ower ‘and upper division
communication courses. A tota1 of 31 students completed: quostionnaires
for the study. Five of those subJocts were not used for ana1ysis boclush ‘
iarge sections of their quostionnlires were left b1|nk<* Ono.additiona1
subject was not used for analysis because the subject scored much lqwor

than the other subjects on the Index of Homophobia. The subject was

- rdetermined to be an outlier based upon the box-and-wiskors prbcodure

g@ve1oped by Tukey (1977) ‘for locating devilnts in a statistical sample.

Of the 305 subjects used for analysis, 160 were fqmn1o~lnd 145 were male.

l)'
Lo |
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| o ) - Data Gathering Procedure - |
2 ‘ The researcher entered classrooms at the beginning ;} at the end of .
the c1ass ‘period and spoke to all class members present in order to solicit
vo1unte’rs Studenfs were given little information ‘about the nature of
t‘e study other than the fact_that it concerned self-disclosure behavior.
r | Each person who- voiunteeréd to participate was given a questionnaire
, packet which contained ‘a cover sheet, four copies of the Revised Self-
| Disciosure Questionnaire. and one copy Nof- the Index of Homophobia
' The cover sheet was an exp1anation to the subJects that the first four
"7pages of the packet were identical cbpies of a questionnaire measuring -
. self-disclosure. Se1f-discfbsure was defined for the respondents They -
'were informed that each of the four séales wds to be completed for a-
'.-different target person -- nale best friend, female best friend, male
acquaintance. and fema1e acquaintance Best friend was defined as |
"someone of your very best fKiends " Acquaintance was defined as "a
person with whom you reguiariy interact at school, work, clubs, etc., but .
with whom you have not estabiished a c1ose interpyrsonai re1ationship

.ﬁ» Subjects wereainstructed to think of e name of a person who fit these )

descriptions and to read the person s name in the_appropriate_b]ank on

the questionnaire.» An exampie was given demqnstrating how.to carry out

oo

this procedure. Fina11y;}the cover sheet informed the respondents -
that there was a fipﬂ‘ ouestionnaireptd_be completed which differed from
the first four. No mention was hade of the topic of the scale so that
_subjects wou1d not be sensitized -tp the nature of the study.' For this
‘same reason, the IHP was p1aced last in the packet

¢ R hS}
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. - ‘Analyses
' - . A Pearson. product moment oorro1ation analysis was usod to determ1ne

the re1lt1onsh1p between an 1nd1v1dua1 S homophob!a score‘and h1s/her
d1sc105ure scores for the various targets. The assessment ‘was
accomp11shed for a11‘:ubjects coobined and for male andffoml1o subJocts \ .
v,( | separately. |
' ~ Analysis of variance was ut111zed to examine the d1fferonces 1n <
sc1f—d1sc1osure scores (depondent var1ab1e) dependfng on tho sex of the .
subJect ind the ranking of his/her homopnobia score (1ndepundont _
variables). Because all subJocts comp!eted the samc d1stosure sca1o

for four different targets. a2x3 repeated\measures ‘design w1th four '{. X ;-'.{'f

conditions of the dependont variable was emp1oyed : ;ﬂ
<
. pr i
RESULTS
Correlation Analysis ‘ T fii

To determine tfqts/lpworso relationship ex1sts betwoon [ porson's :
homophobia score, as measured on the Index of Homophobia, and a person’ s
intimate self-disclosure score, as measured on the Revised Self- Disc!osuro
Quost1onn11ro. a Pearson product momont corro1|tion lnllysis wls
performed for each of the four targets of self-disclosure (male bost
PR friend, fomn1e best friend, male acquaintance, female acquc1ntanco)

To further oxp1ore the ro1ationsh1p between homophobia and so1f—d1sc1osur¢. |

the coyro1ationa1;ana1ysos woro performed on the homophobfa scores in
relation to—the dimensions of self-disclosure -- intimacy, honisty-‘
accuracy, w1114ognéss. positiveness, and amount -- for the samo four
targots. For a1l analyses, the critical level of significance was set ’

at .05. Results reveal that there were no significant correlations botwooo




: of the corre1ation coefficients is shown in Tab1e 1
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, homophob1a and intimate se1f-disciosure to any of the four targets.

Aiso. with one exception, there were no significant corre1ationqi

between homophobia and the other four dimensions of se1f disciosure.
homophobia did significantiy corre1ate with seif—disciosure to a ma1e w

acquaintance for the udiiingness dimension (r=- 11 R< 033) A summary -

~
L4

When subjects were divided according to gender, simiiar results were

";found For femaies, significant corre1ations between homophobia and

e1f-disciosure were ;not. present except for a 1ow positive corre1ation

. for disciosure to a femaie best friend on the amount dimensfion (r s‘.15,
R .025).- Because researchers such as. Church111 (1967), ‘Weinkerg (1973),
-land Lewis (1978) have emphasized that a-strong- reiationship between

‘homophobia and intimate self-disclosure exists for’ men, gne would expect

_ ~ that correlational anaiysis wou1d most 1ike1y revea1 significant results

if the dnaiysis focused on ma1e subJects, however. this did not prove

to;be the case. Results reveaied that there was a significant positive

- correlation between homophobia and ma1e diselosure to a' female best

_ friend on‘the positiveness dimension (r=.17,p < 021) and for disclosure |

;by men to a male acquaintance’ om the amount dimension (r = .14, p < .049).
'However, the corre1ation between homophobia and intimate se1f-disciosure -

for ma1es to the four targets did not ‘even approach significance.

Sunnuries of the corre1ationa1 coefficients for the femaie and male

groupiqgs are shown in Tab1es 2 and 3, respectively.

~y

" Analysis of Variance

Fjwe different 2x3 (sex'x levels of homophobfa) analyses of variance

(ANOYA) with repeated measureg were performed for each of the five

74
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Table 1. .Pearson Correlation Coefficients: Between Homophébia Score and
Self-Disclosure Scores for All Subjects.

—ahe— v
we € v - )
. Targets of Disclosure
. 7 N . , &
.  .Homophobfa:  MFIn  MFWi MFAm * ‘MFPo  MEHo " FFIn FFW{  FFAm  FFPo  FFHo
-.08 -.00 -.03 .01 -.05 .02 .02 .08 .05 -.02
5 i 1 ’
- Targets of Disclosure
" Homophobfa:-  MAIn  MAWI  MAAm  MAPo  MAHo  FAIn  FAWl  FAAm  FAPc  FAMo _
04 -m* 02 -.05 -.04 .00 -.08 sz s
D * . -
T P < .05. . ~
Note. Abbreviations for Targets of Disclosure
MF - male best friend In - intimacy dimension
.FF = female best friend Wi - willingness dimension i
MA - male acquaintance Am - amount dimension
FA - female acquaintance Po - ﬁositivoncss dimension
‘ Ho - honesty dimension . )




Table2, Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Homophobia Score and
Self-Disclosure Scores for Fenale Subjects.

-

»
Targets of Disclosure

Homophobia: - MFIn MW . MFAm  MFPo = MFHo FFIn FFWi  FFAm FFPo = FFHo
r .02 .8 .6 -01° .03 03 -.03 5. -.07 0]
A - P T‘i - T - T
i .,.r
o :
o ‘ Targét; of Disclosure )
" Homophobia: - "~ MAIn -MAWi . MAAm .~ MAPo MAHo - FAIn FAWi FAAm  FAP6 =~ FAHo
i P .01 =08 -2 200 .05 -.04 -.05 =02 -.03 -.03
* ] j ,‘ ] . i . ‘ . 'A.
p< .05. \ T A | ‘ T e
Note. Abbrev;;tions fon~Tar94;s of Disclosure | | |
MF - male best friend In - intimacy dimension
FF - female best friend - Wi - willingness dimension
MA - male acquaintance , Am - amouzt'dimension '
.FA - female acquaintance Po - positiveness dimension
Ho - honesty dimension




- . -

Table 3. Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Homophobia Score and Self-Disclosure
Scores for Male Subjects

L, Targets. of Disclosure ‘
Homophwpia: | MFIn  MPWI  MFAm  MFPo Mo  FFIn  FFWi  FFAn FFPo  FFHo
r -.04 -.06 .01 _ -.01 -.08 .06 .05 .05 At -03
Targets of Disclosure

Homophobia:  MAIn _ MANf  MAAm  MAPo  MAHo  FAIn  FAWI T FAAm ~ FAP0  FAHo .
e 03 -a2 0 4 . .0 -02 -d0 .01 .01 -.04

. | |

p < .05, T

Note. Abbreviations for Ta;gets of Disc1osure

MF - male best friend ' In - 1nt1macy dimension
FF -" female best friend Wi - willingness dimension
MA - male acquaintance Am - amount dimension

. Po - positiveness dimension

“ FA - female acquaintance
o "Ho - honesty dimension

-
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d1mens1ons of se1f-d1sc1osure studfed. The three levels of homophobia.
_ were determined'by tr1chotom111ng-the hombphobia‘scores into three
e1at1ve1y equa1 groups. One-hundred and three subjects who scored from |
. 100-81 on the Index of. Homophobia were classified as high; 97 subjects |
who scored from 80-66 were cons1dered to be in the moderate range, and |
105 subjects who scored 65 and be1ow were p1aced in the Tow category
Each ANOVA contained four measures of the dependent varfable (self-
d1sc1osure to four different target persons) For convenience 1n perform1ng '
ggst_hoc tests to determine s1gn1f1cant differences between the sexes
for the same target of d1sc1osure, data were analyzed by relabeling the
targets of disclosure as "samc sex‘best fr1end,",“oppos1te*sex best .
.frjend," "same sex acquaintance." and "opoosite sex acquaintance." The
critical 1eve1 of sjgn1f1cance was set at .05. , |
Intfmacy - | |

Based on the 1fterature_rev1ewed earlier, one would expect that of
‘the five d1mens1ons‘of self-disclosure under 1nyest1gation, intimacy
would be the one d1mens1on to yfeid s1gn1ffcant'd1fferences by sex and/or
" target of disclosure; however. this was not the'case For the intimacy
d1mens1on, ne1ther sex nor honophobia y1e1oed a sign1f1cant difference;
however, the target of disclosure did, F(3,897) = 273. 00, p < .0001. Also
there was no significant interaction effect for sex x homophobia,
target X homophobia, or target X sex X homophobia, but there was a
significant 1nteraction effect for sex X target, F(3,897) = 23 89.
| p < .0001. (A sunmary of the 1nt1macy mean scores are found on Tab1e 4).
To further exp1ore the 1nteract1on effect for sex X target, four

oneway ANOVAs were computed to see if there were sex differences in

31
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Table 4. Summary of Cell Means for Se1f-Disc1osure Scores on the .
B Intimacy Dimension. _
i Subjects | | -
Low Hp Medium Hp . High Hp Low Hp . - Medium Hp High Hp
Targets Male Male Male . Female - Female Female
Same Sex ‘ f’ ,
Best Friend 15.08 - 14.74 14.69 17.55 16.12 17.44
Opposite Sex : ‘ ' , ) A - |
Best Friend 17.10 16.60 17.69 -~ 17.03 - 16.70 ..16.84
~ Same Sex | | ' o | | .
Acquaintance 11.67 11.96 11.56 11.48 11.18 11.09
Opposite Sex - S
Acquaintance 12.59 13.19 12.17 10.94 10.36 11.16

~ Note. Hp = level of hbmophobia.
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disclosure for each‘of the tour targets. Results show that females
werevsignificant]iﬁmore disclosive to same sex best friends than were

males, F (1,303) = 29.59, p < .0001, and males were intfmately more

: 7/ ¥ N V
disclosive to opposite sex acquaintances than were females, F (1,303) =

20:46, p < .0001. There were no s1gnif1cant differences between males
and feme1es for intimate se1f—disc1osure'to same sex acquaintances or
to opposite sex best friends. |

Two one-way ANOVAs were perfornnd'to see if s19n1f1cant'd1fferences
existed among the four targets of seif-q1sc1osure within the two sex .
groupings. There were‘significant differences for males, F (3,432) =
101.70, p < .0001; and females, F (3, 477) = 211.71, p < .0001. To
determine more exact1y where the significant difference 11es. a Newman-
Keuls post hoc test was used for each sex grouping. Results show that

for mles, self-disclosure scores forfeach target were»s19n1f1cant1y

| different. Highest intimate d1sc1osure was to opposite sex best

fr1ends. fo11owed by same sex best fr1ends. opposite sex thuaintances.
and same sex acqua1ntances. For females, 1nt1mate self-disclosure was

not s19n1f1cant1y d1fferent between opposite sex andj;{me sex best

“friends of between opposite and same sex acquaintances howeyer. intimate

disclosure was s1gnif1cant1y greater to best friends of either sex than

wes disclosure to acquaintances of e1ther sex.

Amount

As with the 1nt1macy d1mension. homophobia scores did not account

for the variance 1n the amount dimension. Nithin th1s d1mens1on. the

- target of d1sc1osure y1e1ded s19n1f1cant d1fferences. F (3,897) = 297. 73.

p < .0001, as did the sex of the subject, E_(1.299) = 4,18, p < .04. "

33
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A significant interaction!eftect also appeared for sex X target of
disclosure, F (1,897) = 25.62, p < 000'1’ |

Four one-way ANOVAs were computed to more closely examine the
rc1e of sex and target for the amount dimension by testing for significant
differences between sexes for the four disciosure targets ResuTts show

that femaies disclosed a significantiy greater amount than did maies to

~same sex best friends.}f_(1.303).= 34.81, p < .0001, and to opposite -

sex best friends.?f_(1.303) = 4,27, p < .04, Males disclosed a greater
amount than did females to opposite sex acquaintances, F (1,303) =
11.03, §_< .001. There was no significant difference for amount of |
disclosure to same sex acquaintances. ’
Honesty |
For the honesty dimension, two significant effects appeared: The
target of disclosure yielded significant difference53 F (3,897) = 71.34,
p < .0001, and there was a significant interaction effect for sex X
target of disclosure, F (3,897) = 10.24, pf:\¢601. Sex was not a |
significant main effect.b;ATso. none of the interactions whieh involved
homophobia functioned as a significant interaction effect. |
Because of the appearance of a strong interaction effect for sex X
target, four oneanay ANOVAs were performed to egamine,the possib]e sex
differences that occur for‘honest disclosure to the four possibie targets.
Results show that females nere significant1y more honest in their
disclosures to same sex best friends, F (1,303) = 9.29, p < .002, and
to same sex acquaintances, F (1.303) = 11.35, p < .0009, than were males.

There were no significant differences ‘between males and females in the

honesty of their disciosures to opposite sex best friends and opposite

Y

sex acquaintances.

34
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Willingness | '
For the willingness dimension, several significant effects re1$ted
to the targét of disclosure appéared._ There was a significﬁnt differencé
for targét. F (3,897) = 17.95, p < .0001. There were also significant -
1n£eract10n effects for sex X target._f_(3.897}ﬂr4tdat71r<—76631—and -
for homophobia X target, F (6,897) = 3.11, p < .005. This latter interaction
effect was duite unexpected. There were no significant main effects for
sex Or homophobia or fignificant interaction effects for sex X hqmophobia
or: sex x homqphobia X tafget.
Positivéness : ,'
Re§d1ts show that for fhe positivenqss dimension only target .of
'disc1o§ure‘y1e1ded differences, F (3,897) = 8.63, < .0001. There

were no significant main effects and no significant interaction effects.

‘ o DISCUSSION

To rejterate the pfimary results Qf the analysis of the data, analysis
of varfance was pérformed on the data collected from subjects' responses
to the Index of Homophobia ﬁnd the Revised Sg1f—Disc1osure Questionnaire.
As expecte&. significant sex'differences wéré found in self-disclosure
scores. These d1ffereﬁces occurred for four diménsions of self-disclosure:
intimacy, amount, hone;ty. and w111ingness.A For these four dimensions,
’females proved to be consistently more disclosive to besi friends of
the'same §ex than did males. For the same four d1mensidns. males were
consistehtly more disclosive to the opposite sex than to the same sex
for both best friends and acquaintanceg; 'L1tt1e_dist1ngtion was found
in how disclosive females were to the same sex or opposite sex, especially

_when the target was a best friend. There were no s1gnff1cant sex

35




€

Page 26

d1fference findings for the d1mens1on of pos1t1veness. Despite the

V»find1ngs of differences as noted, homophob1a was not found to be s1gn1f1cant1y_

. re1ated to se1f-d1sc1osure. In the ana1ys1s of variance, differences in

homophobia scores never emerged as a main effect d1fference and on1y

"

emerged as part of a three-way interaction effect (sex X target X

homophobia) for the willingness d1mension. When a corre1atio al analysis

- was performed, no strong correlations were found between homophobia and

self-disclosure for any of the five dimensions.
Further discussion of these results is warrdnted. The f1hd1ngs that
there are sex differences in self-disclosure behavior is not at all

surprising, espectally since the results showed that females disclosed

‘more intimately than did males. The notion that females are more intimately

disclosive has been posited ever sinoe Jourard f1rst begen his self-

disclosure research and is still held today®as sex differences have been

" found by such researchers as Chelune (1976), Morgan (1976), and DeForest

and Stone (1980) Also, the finding that males are least intimately

" disclosive when interaction is with another male {s not a new discovery.

This is consistent with the findings of Stokes. Feuhrer, and Ch11ds (1980)
and Komarovsky (1974) who observed that the dyadic combination in which

the least intimate disclosure occurs is when a male interacts with '

another male. Stokes, Feuhrer, and Childs (1980) found this to be espec1a11y

true when the target of cisclosure was a best friend, a f1nd1ng also

consistent with the findings of the present study.

The finding regarding sex differences in se}f-disclosure which was

somewhat unexpected was the apbeerance of significant differences across

all the dimensions of self-disclosure: except positiveness. Recent
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researchers who have taken a mu1t1d1mens10na1 approach to the study

of disclesure behavior have noted that past reseanchers have been def1c1ent

_in c1arify1ng their claims that fema1es were "more d1sc1os1ve" than

males. Investigators such as uhe1une (1976) and Morgan (1976)

lhypothesized that when disciosure is broken into d1mens10ns. fema1es

are more d1sc1os1ve on the intimacy dimension but not more d1sc1os1ve

‘on other d1mensions. Th1s hypothes1s was supported as Chelune. observed

[
that fema1es ‘were more intimate in the kind of 1nformation that they

d1sc1osed but they d1d not d1sc1ose a greater amount of 1nformat1on than
ma1es. Resu1ts of the present study indicated that when females are
disc1os1ng (espec1a11y to a best friend of the same sex) they are more

1nt1mate. more honest, more willing, and disclose a greater amount~than

7ma1es.,

There are two poss1b1e exp]anat1ons for this finding. The first
exp1anat1on 1s concerned with the amount dimension. Hhen Chelune found
that there were no significant d1fferences between the sexes in the
amount of information they were disclosing, he used a more object1ve
measure of amount -- he actually counted the amount of informatfon be1ng
conveyed between subjects in a laboratory s1tuation. The present study
used a more subjéctive measure of amount -- subjects were asked to report
in a: more genera1 sense how much information they disclose to var1ous

targets. .Chelune might be correct in conc1ud1ng that no sex d1fferences

occurred in the amount of se1f-d1sc1osure uh11e in the present study,

females efther overestimated or males underestimated the amount of their
disclosures. The second eXp1anation'concerns all dimensions of d1sc1osuref-

In the 1ast,three years, 1nvest19ators have begun to focus on sex role
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.stereotyping as a determinant of sex differences in self-disclosure.

Most of the research, such as that by Rub1n,.H111, Peplau, and Dunkel-
Schetter (1980), Derlega, Durham, Gockel, and Shollis (1981), and Pearson
(1980), has focused pr1marf1y on 1nt1macy and has found that sex -
differences are most apparent when subjects are more_ rigid 1n traditional

-

sex roles. Perhaps this phenomenon a1so affects sex d1fferences

,'or other'dimensions than intimacy. Because the subJects for this present

L)

“»study attended a university where a large portion of the students come

frem a rura1 Midwestern environment where sex roles tend to be more

r1gid, sex role stereotyping might have been a factor 1in the sex d1fferences
found in self-disclosure for such dimensions as honesty, willin ”

and amount. ‘ * .

‘ .The f1nd1ngs of th1s study concerning sex d1fferences’1n sel”-
d1sc1osure are interesting and important in reconfirming ertain basic
premises that have been posited in the past; however, the’ objective of
this study was not to investigate sex differences but to 1nvest1gate
homophobfa as a factor in these differences. Based on the resu1ts of
the ana1yses performed, all of the'research questions must be answered
in the negat1ve. As assessed in this study, there appears to be no
strong inverse re1at10nsh1p,between homophobfa and intimate self-disclosure
for subjects as a whole er wnenvdivided into sex groupings; there is no

sign1f1cant re1at10nsh1p between homophobia and other dimensions of se1f-

, d1sc1osure. and a s1gn1f1cant re1at10nsh1p between homophobia and se1f-

disclosure is not present even when d1fferent targets of self- disclosure

are considered. The resu1ts were not surprising that homophobia did not

,'sign1f1cant1y corre1ate w1th the self-disclosure d1mens10ns{of amount,

0
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honesty, willingness, and pos1t1veness7s1nce there‘1s no previous ev1dence
or logical reason for such re1at10nsh1ps to exist. This portion of the
study nas very exp1oratory in nature. However, there was reason to
believe that the other research questions wou1d be answered in the

affirmative because of the conclustions reached t: such researchers as

' Churchill (1967), Neinberg (1973), Lehne (1976), and Lewis (1978) about

the existence of a strong rélationship between homophobia and 1nt1mate
se1f-d1sc1osure, especially as they relate to ma1es

i Severa1 poss1b1e exp1anat10ns are offered for these results. First;
there is the possibility that'despdte the ¢laims and evidence that |
homnphobia is inversely related to intimate self-disclosure between
males, this may be incorrect. Such a‘relationship simply may not exist.
Despite this poss1h111t&, this researcher is extreme]y re1uctant to
qu1ck1y dismiss the hypothesized re1at10nsh1p between homophobia and
intimate se1f-d1sc1osure The arguments indicating the existence of
the re1atjonsh1p are too-strong_to be put aside easily. The 1{ikelihood
is greater that the relationship between homophobia and.1nt1mate self-
disclosure does ‘exist but 1s4more complex than previous1y-thought.'

There nay be other important mediating var1ab1es\(e.g., context of the

‘1nteract10n7 to consider when exploring this relationship for a better

understanding. Also, homophobia is a relatively new concept under

investigation and researchers éd; need to learn more about it before

exploring its relationship to other variables.

Another poss1b1evexp1anat10n for the outcome of this study is that
a'strong relationship between homophobia and intimate self-disclosure
between males does exist, but the relationship was not observed because
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of problems with the methodo1ogy used. One methodo1ogical‘prob1em
might be the utilization of the Revised Self-Disclosure Questionnaire
(RSDQ) to assess the intimate dimension. The RSDQ measures intimate ‘ | ,@}
self-disclosure by asking questions of the respondent which refer to self-
disclosure in a very general way, such as, "Once I get started, I
1nt1mate1y and fully reveal myse1f in d1sc1osures‘to " This
method is evidently effective in measuring self-disclosure 1n such a
way that sex differences can be observed but homophobia may on!y be

. ~significantly related to certain types of 1nt1mate disclosure between
males rather than 1nt1mate disclosure 1n genera1 For ‘instance, a
homophobic male might be reluctant to 1nt1mate1y disclose his feelings
of psychological attraction to a male friend by use of such statements as
"I love you," but might be very n1111ng to disclose an.intimate detail
about his family such as the fact that his father is an a1coho11c. The
former disclosure is more likely to be associated with a homosexua1
act or fee11ng thgn is the 1atter‘because it relates to the relationship
between the 1nteractants.' An instrument such as the RSDQ‘apparont1y

does not pick up these differences. Even though'much'criticism has

been directed at topic-bound disclosure instruments, future research
might employ an instrument whioh spec1f1es the topic ot information ,
being disclosed when studying the relationship between homophobia and
intimate self-disclosure.

Perhaps there are also d1ff1cu1t1es with the Index of Homophobia
(IHP) as a measure of homophobia which might have contributed to the
unexpected resu1ts of this study. As stated earlier, the study of
homophobia 1s~re1at1ve1y new and even though researchers have oained

much knowledge about it in the last ten years, there still may be cubtle

\ ' | - 4y
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characteristics of or‘factors related to‘homophobia which have yet to be
1dent1f1ed and were not taken 1nto cons1derat1on when homophobia
1nstruments were constructed. Even though the IHP 1nstrument has high

reliability und pre11m1nary tests for validity are satisfactory, further

) 1nvest19at1on of homophobia as a concept might reveal the need for a

" different measure. Aiso. because of the very sensitive nature of the‘ '

subject. the poss1b111ty ex1sts that individuals do not respond to the
IHP according to their true fee11ngs but according to societal

expectations. For. instance, certain malec 1n rea11ty~m19ht have non-

f *homophobic feelings but give re1at1ve1y negative answers to the

{tems ‘4n the IHPubecause soc1ety d1ctaces that showing dislike for
homosexuatls, is appropr1ate behavior. Such a factor would distort the
results of any study examining homophobia in relation to other var1ab1es.

One. final methodological prob1em might be in the sample used. The

"major reason provided for predicting that homophohia 1s,1nverse1yrre1ated,
-1 to intimate se1fedisciosure between'ma1es is that those who are homo-
3 phobic will avoid 1nt1mate1y'u1sc1os1n§ to another male because they ~

~view the act of verbal intimacy as a form of a -homosexual act..which they

f1nd-repu1s1ve; For this,to be true, a”homophobic person would have,

~at some time, had to make a ‘cognitive 14nk between the act of

connuoicat1ng 1ntimate1yvand homosexuality. Perhaps, such a 1ink is
made only if an 1nd1v1dua1jhas had actual exposure to persons. known to
be homosexual. If a person has not had exposure to homosexuals, then
such & person's conception of homosexuals ahd homosexuality would be

bosed‘so1e1y on stereot9p1ca1 physical characteristics and overt behaviors.

~ Such a person might. not associate homosexuality with more subtle communication
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behaviors such as the disc16§ure of intimate 1nformation. Because

"the sample for’this'study was taken from a university popu1ation'where a
jarge proportion of the students come from rural backgrounds.'the chances
are great that many of the subjeéts had 1ittle it any exposure to people
they knew to.be homqse;ual_sihce homosexuals ire>much more oVert in their
sexual behqviof 1hfurbqn rather than rura1vareas (Be11 & Heinberg,‘1978).
As a consequence, the'pred1¢ted result would not emerge in § study such
as- thts because thé cognitive association was néver made. |

’Thus;,severa1 questions remain unénswered. The expectéd results

wererﬁot-observed; howeQer. thié was an exploratory investigation and
_there . 1s st111‘mucp to be gained Sy mofe fully undef§§gnd1n§ the |
re1a£10n$h1plbetween‘homobhobia and 1nt1mate-se1f-disc1osqré;. If
researchers continue to study the relationship a better comprehensibn
may result of the complexities of 1nt1mate.interaction‘and the way in
which'4uai+ty re1ation§h1p§ deveTop and are maintained}~‘Any insight

1nto'this'qrea of human behavior would be invaluable.
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